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DRAFT REVISED HRS FIELD TESTING PROJECT

COST REPORTING INFORMATION FORMS

SITE NAME: 

PREPARER: 773
LOCATION:

5~- ^DATE:

Note; The site name and date should be placed in the top right corner on each page of the cost 
reporting information forms. Comments should be annotated at the bottom of the 
appropriate cost form, on the back of the cost form, or attach additional pages. If the back of 
these forms is utilized, be sure to make two-sided copies. All summaries of cost reporting 
information should be completed after detailed costs are recorded. Please read through all of 
the cost reporting information forms before beginning this task.
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SUMMARY OF COST REPORTING INFORMATION 
(Page 1 of 2)

GENERAL TASKS

• FIT General Tasks

• Subcontractor Assistance

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

• Waste Quantity

• Identification of Site Contaminants

AIR PATHWAY

• Subcontractor Assistance

• Observed Release

• Rel ease Li kel i hood

• Waste Characteristics

• Targets

GROUND WATER PATHWAY

• General Considerations

• Subcontractor Assistance

• Geophysical Work

• Observed Release

• Release Likelihood

• Waste Characteristics

• Targets

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT
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SUMMARY OF COST REPORTING INFORMATION 
(Page 2 of 2)

SURFACE WATER PATHWAY

• General Considerations

• Subcontractor Assistance

• Observed Release

• Release Likelihood

• Waste Characteristics

• Drinking Water Threat Targets

• Human Food Chain Threat Targets 

a Recreation Threat Targets

• Environmental Threat Targets

ONSITE EXPOSURE PATHWAY

a Su bcontractor Assi stance

a Resident Population Threat Likelihood of Expsoure 

a Resident Population Threat Targets 

a Waste Characteristics

a Nearby Population Threat Likelihood of Exposure 

a Nearby Population Threat Targets

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COST
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OVERALL TOTALS -jqi-ro

Comments: -ro



GENERAL TASKS
(Page 1 of 2)

FIT GENERAL TASKS

Projert Planning/Management/Coordination

• Preparing planning documents

• Reviewing project deliverables

• Project coordination

• Initial site reconnaissance

• Project management

Mobi I i zati on/Demobi I i zati on/Tra vel

• Equipment preparation

• Field team orientation/preparation

• Travel

• Decontamination/waste disposal

Data Validation/Review

• Internal QC/QA of analytical data

Physical Preparation of Draft Revised HRS Package

• Writing the documentation record

• Determining draft revised HRS scores

• Assembling the overall package
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LEVEL OF 
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GENERAL TASKS 
(Page 2 of 2)

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COST

SUBCONTRACTOR ASSISTANCE (Non*Pathway Specific)

For which activities were subcontracts awarded?

_____ Waste hauling *-*/^ Laboratory analysis

Surveying aj//} Other (describe in comments below)

For multiple non-pathway specific subcontracts, attach additional pages.

Preparati on of speci fi cati ons ^

Reviews/technical evaluations gj

Supervision of actual work 

Subcontractor costs N/A

Briefly describe the task(s) performed by 
the subcontractor(s) in comments below.

TOTALS 19

Comments:

31



WASTE CHARACTERISTICS 
(Page 1 of 2)

MULTIPLE PATHWAYS 

Waste Quantity

• Background data collection/review of existing data

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT cm

^sarsi
• Was aerial photography used? -fK/x/iaBO -0"^ e0A \z>a rAr

* Were previous samples collected to 
determine waste quantity?

If yes, number of samples collected? >m0

• Field observations

* Were measurements taken? -‘^es

• Special field tasks (only to determine waste quantity)

Were samples recently collected to 
determine waste quantity?

If yes. number of samples collected? 31 

Geophysical techniques 

• Evaluation methodology

^___Hazardous constituent quantity

Site wastestream quantity as deposited 

^___Source waste quantity as deposited

Source volume

^cs Source area

• Assignmentof HRS values

C5 -

2G

Was the same waste quantity value assigned for the
air, ground water, and surface water pathways? nesj^/i 4(/L ^ tooj )

If no, describe differences in comments below.

Was the same waste quantity amount documented 
for the onsite exposure pathway? wes

If no, describe differences in comments below.
TOTALS

Comments:

HOS-S

\'16^



WASTE CHARACTERISTICS 
(Page 2 of 2)

MUmPlE PATHWAYS (concluded)

Identification of Site Contaminants

• Background data collection/review of existing data

* Were specific samples previously collected 
only to identify site contaminants? m66

Number of soil samples

Number of sediment samples /^/4

Number of source samples

Number of other samples / A

• Evaluation of recently collected data

• Were specific samples recently collected 
only to identify site contaminants? h6S

Numberofsoil samples "SI

Number of sediment samples 

Numberof source samples ^->lA 

Numberof other samples ^lA

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COST

/KiCuui^aO UtJOe^ OuAite (SJAtJTn

/ajCiMC^'C? 6)cJAO-ri-i
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Comments;
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SUMMARY OF AIR PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 1 of 7)

SUBCONTRACTOR ASSISTANCE

OBSERVED RELEASE

RELEASE LIKELIHOOD

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

TARGETS

Comments:

LEVEL OP 
EFFORT

I'Z

AIR PATHWAY TOTALS '' ^
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AIR PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 2 of 7)

SUBCONTRACTOR ASSISTANCE (Pathway Specific)

For multiple subcontracts, attach additional pages.

• Preparation of specifications

• Reviews/technical evaluations

• Supervision of actual work

• Subcontractor costs

Briefly describe the task($) performed by 
the subcontractor(s) in comments below.

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT

fj/A

w
A// A

N/A

TOTALS

Comments;

COSI

>/a
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AIR PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 3 of 7)

OBSERVED RELEASE

Review of Previous Sampling Data to Support an Observed Release 

e Collection/review of existing background information

• Number of vapor samples

e Number of particulate samples 6t

• Number of other samples s

Would these samples normally have 
been colleaed for HRS purposes? /j/a

Sampling Conducted to Support an Observed Release 

e Number of vapor samples ^

• Number of particulate samples 

a Number of other samples

Would sampling have been conducted if 
there had been no previous data? v/a

Were onsite meteorological conditions measured? i-jo

Would sampling have been conducted 
during a different time of year? neS

Field Screening Conducted to Support an Observed Release 

e Number of vapor samples

e Number of particulate samples 

e Number of other samples ^

TOTALS

Comments:

LEVEL OP 
EFFORT

25?

25?

25?

2?

COST
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AIR PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 4 of 7)

OBSERVED RELEASE (concluded)

Attribution of Contaminants

• Collection/review of existing background information

* Do other nearby sources of potential 
air contamination exist? xjq

* Do nearby sources of potential air contamination have similar 
contaminants to those associated with the site? kjQ

* Was an observed air release previously 
established for the site? kjq

• Evaluation of recently collected data

* Was an observed air release established for the site?

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT

TOTALS

Comments:

COSI



AIR PATHWAY FACTORS
(Page 5 of 7)

RELEASE LIKELIHOOD 

Source Type

• Background data collection/review

• Onsite observations

* Do multiple source types exist at the site? m£$

* Special field tasks used?

If yes, describe in comments below.

Source Containment

e Background data collection/review

• Onsite observations

Source Gas Mobility

• Background data collection/review

e Determination of appropriate contaminants

* Was sampling required? /jO

Source Particulate Mobility

• Background data collection/review

* Was the P-E Index map used? -ies

Comments:

TOTALS

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COSI
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AIR PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 6 of 7)

LEVEL OP 
EFFORT COST

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS (Pathway Specific)

Waste Quantity

• Evaluation methodology

Hazardous constituent quantity 

Site wastestream quantity as deposited 

Source waste quantity as deposited

Source volume

• Assignment of HRS value

Was the same waste quantity value 
assigned for other pathways? ^cS

If no, describe difference in comments below.

Toxicity/Mobility

* Were look-up table values available 
for site-specific substances? <Aet>

Comments:

__Source area

w/,^)57e criAMcr^^Ttcs.
f^OfL fArUU-ZA HS

/«86l

TOTALS

.......................... ......i.'.L



AIR PATHWAY FACTORS
(Pag* 7 of 7)

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COST

TARGETS

MEI

• Background data collection/review

• Field observations )

Population Incidence

• Background data collect!on/review

* Were any of the following approaches used?

Topo maps ___________ Aerial photos

X County census density data

• Field observations 

Land Use

• Background data collection/review

* Specialized approaches used?

(?'6C5i

Automated databases

Other approaches (describe in comments below)

OtAjO&L •5<£'Cr/ie’A

i •2^

If yes, describe in comments below. 

• Field observations 

Sensitive Environments

e Background data collection/review

* Specialized approaches used? wes )

If yes, describe in comments below.

• Was Natural Heritage Program information used? 

e Field observations nS&i

TOTALS

Comments:



SUMMARY OF GROUND WATER PATHWAY FACTORS
(Page 1 of 10)

GENERAL GROUND WATER PATHWAY CONSIDERATIONS

SUBCONTRACTOR ASSISTANCE

• Subsurface Work

• Other Subcontraaor Assistance
rrr ouCtltC
GEOPHYSICAL WORK

OBSERVED RELEASE

RELEASE UKELIHOOO

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

TARGETS

Comments:

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT

S

>a
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GROUND WATER PATHWAY TOTALS ^

COST
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GROUND WATER PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 2 of 10)

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT

GENERAL GROUND WATER PATHWAY CONSIDERATIQMS

Identification/Description of Aquifer Boundaries

• Collection/review of existing background information

• Name(s) of aqu i fer(s) of concern ?
Indicate with a check those used for drinking water.

X Aquifer#! Muj&j - '?(iACue ^6(Uire(L

_____Aquifer #2 ________

_____Aquifer #3 A

_____ Others yj/a

* Are there underlying aquifer interconnections 
within a two-mile radius from the site? f-‘ / a

If yes, which water-bearing layers were considered 
to act as a single hydrologic unit? a// A

Were underlying karst aquifers present? A

What sources of information were evaluated?

X Regional geologic literature (e.g., USGS)

X Previous well logs

Other site-specific information (describe in comments below)

Were aquifer discontinuities established within 
the four-mile target distance limit? k>o

Evaluation of special field tasks (i.e., pump tests) 

* Have pumps tests been conducted? aX?

If yes, were pump tests used to 
establish aquifer interconnections?

TOTALS

Comments:

COSI

/STS©

a?



GROUND WATER PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 3 of 10)

LEVEL OP 
EFFORT

SUBCONTRACTOR ASSISTANCE (Pathway Specific)

Subsurface Work

For which activities were subcontracts awarded to support 
subsurface work for the ground water pathway?

Installing wells 

Installing boreholes

Geophysical work

Other (describe in comments below)

e

e

For multiple subcontracts, attach additional pages.

Preparation of specifications 

Reviews/technical evaluations 

Supervision of actual work 

* Why was subsurface work performed?

_____ Observed release ______Characterize site geology

_____ Other (describe in comments below)

k/!a

k/I A 

olA

Subcontractor costs

Mobilization/demobilization 

Number of monitoring wells drilled

• Average cost per foot?

Number of boreholes drilled_____

* Average cost per foot?

- Materials

Other costs (e.g., decontamination, development, 
waste disposal, etc.)

Briefly describe the task(s) performed by 
the subcontrartor(s) in comments below.

N/A

N/A

N?A

N/A

N/A

TOTALS

COSI

Comments:



r„

GROUND WATER PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 4 of 10)

SUBCONTRACTOR ASSISTANCE (Pathway Specific) (concluded)

Other Subcontractor Assistance

For multiple subcontraas, attach additional pages.

• Preparation of specifications

• Reviews/technical evaluations

• Supervision of actual work

• Subcontractor costs

Briefly describe the task(s) performed by 
the subcontractor(s) in comments below.

Comments:

TOTALS

/LaS t/- (^1^ UTIU-Leo Poouz-.l Auu&L -ro
Kie^yOriATS !=OU{L tO A
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HAO/IAUUC UAACAiCTiJlTA (^'A e>fOiyhJ

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COST
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GROUND WATER PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 5 of 10)

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT

GEOPHYSICAL WORK (Pathw>/ay

• Review of previous geophysical information

* Was sufficient existing geophysical 
information available? wtS

* What type of geophysical work was previously performed?

Ground penetrating radar _______ Resistivity

Electromagnetics

COSI

1(9

X Seismic refraction

Other (describe in comments below)

aJ//)

- Level-of-effort associated with previous geophysical work 

Geophysical work recently performed

What type of geophysical work was recently performed?

Ground penetrating radar k//A Resistivity

Electromagnetics Seismic refraction

Jr] Other (describe in comments below)

Evaluation of data collected by geophysical work

If applicable, describe in comments below 
why geophysical work was conducted.

Comments: uyA^
rO ejAuuAr^

^(961

TOTALS



GROUND WATER PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Pag* 6 of 10)

OBSERVED RELgASg

Review of Previous Sampling Data to Support an Observed Release 

Collection/review of existing background information 

Number of monitoring well samples 5/

Numberof other ground water samples 6i

*

*

*

Would these samples normally have 
been collected for HRS purposes? -icS

Why was previous sampling conducted? -o/w

Observed release Target population

aj/A Other (describe in comments below)

Sampling Conducted to Support an Observed Release 

• Numberof monitoring well samples Si

Number of other ground water samples 3

Would sampling have been conducted if 
there had been no previous data?

Was sampling conducted to establish a 
ground water target population? <^es

Field Screening Condurted to Support an Observed Release

• Numberof monitoring wetl samples d

• Number of other ground water samples

TOTALS

Comments:

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COST



GROUND WATER PATHWAY FACTORS
(Pag* 7 of 10)

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT

OBSERVED RELEASE (concluded)

Attribution of Contaminants

• Collection/review of existing background information

• Do other nearby sources of potential 
ground water contamination exist? ajO

* Do nearby sources of potential ground water contamination have 
similar contaminants to those associated with the site?

* Was an observed ground water release 
previously established for the site?

If yes, for which aquifer(s)? //)

* Was the prevailing ground water flow direction determined 
by reviewing background or existing data?

Evaluation of recently collected data

• Was an observed ground water release 
established for the site? k/o

If yes, for which aquifer(s)? ^/A

* Was the prevailing ground water flow
direction determined by reviewing recent data? -<ce:

TOTALS

Comments:

COST



GROUND WATER PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 8 of 10)

RELEASE LIKELIHOOD

Depth to Aquifer/Hydraulic Conductivity

e Background data collection/review

* Was sufficient existing information available?

• Subsurface field work needed?

• Evaluation of data collected by subsurface field work

• Were laboratory tests performed? wes

Sorptive Capacity

• Background data colleaiorVreview

* Was sufficient existing information available? ajQ

• Subsurface field work needed?

• Evaluation of data collected by subsurface field work

* Were laboratory tests performed? ^65

Containment

e Background data collection/review

• Onsite observations

Comments:
TOTALS

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT

5"

COST

'ZSTQ

'ZSSSl



GROUND WATER PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 9 of 10)

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COST

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS (Pathway Spacific)

Waste Quantity

• Evaluation methodology

Hazardous constituent quantity 

Site wastestream quantity as deposited 

Source waste quantity as deposited

• Assignment of HRS value

* Wasthesame waste quantity value 
assigned for other pathways?

Source volume

')( Source area

UKJoea c^<uicr&ii‘z>r'ic6
f=va. MauTipce.

If no, describe difference in comments below.

Toxicity/Mobility

• Assignmentof HRS value

* Were look-up table values available 
for site-specific substances? -fgs

/£>0

Cr&USTXCS

TOTALS

Comments:



GROUND WATER PATHWAY FACTORS
(Page 10 of 10)

TARGETS

Ground Water Use

• Background data collection/review

* Any underlying sole source aquifers? hss

MEI

• Background data collertion/review

• Field observations

Population

• Background data collection/review

Were county census density data used? ycS

* Was municipal water-supply information utilized? <-feS

* Were any automated databases used? ^

If yes, describe in comments below.

• Review of previous sampling data

Number of residential well samples ^

Number of municipal well samples Z

* Would these samples normally have 
been collected for HRS purposes? w'es

• Ground water targets sampling

- Number of residential well samples

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT

Number of municipal well samples Z f

COST

/5KS

Comments: TOTALS

iL



SUMMARY OF SURFACE WATER PATHWAY FACTORS
(Page 1 of 14)

GENERAL SURFACE WATER PATHWAY CONSIDERATIONS

• Identification of Surface Water Migration Path(s)

• Stream Flow

SUBCONTRACTOR ASSISTANCE 

OBSERVED RELEASE

RELEASE LIKELIHOOD

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

DRINKING WATER THREAT TARGETS

HUMAN FOOD CHAIN THREAT TARGETS

RECREATION THREAT TARGETS

ENVIRONMENTAL THREAT TARGETS

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT

W4

■ /a

>! A

^ / A

SURFACE WATER PATHWAY TOTALS

Comments: eoALuAreO.

COSI

Z<52S

/2^a«



SURFACE WATER PATHWAY FACTORS
(Page 2 of 14)

GENERAL SURFACE WATER PATHWAY CONSIDERATIONS

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COSI

Identification/Description of Surface Water Migration Path(s)

• Collection/review of existing background information

* Were multiple surface water migration paths 
evaluated (i.e, two or more watersheds)?

If yes, enter information for Watersheds 'A* and 'B.*

Name(s) of surface water(s) considered as 
part of the target distance limit?
Indicate with a check those used for drinking water.

For Watershed 'A';

Surface water #1 

Surface water #2 

Surface water #3

_____ Others

Others

For Watershed 'B':

Surface water #1 

Surface water #2 

Surface water #3

_____ Others

Others

• Field observations

Comments:

TOTALS



SURFACE WATER PATHWAY FACTORS
(Page 3 of 14)

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COST

GENERAL SURFACE WATER PATHWAY CONSIDERATIONS (concluded)

Stream Flow

• Background data collection/review

* Was existing stream flow information available?

uses _______ Other Federal agency

State/local agency _______ Other sources (describe in comments below)

* Were any automated databases used?

If yes, describe in comments below.
*

• Field observations/measurements

• Was stream flow determined in the field?

• Were quiet-flowing rivers present along 
the surface water migration path?

TOTALS

Comments:



SURFACE WATER PATHWAY FAaORS 
(Page 4 of 14)

LEVEL OP 
EFFORT

SUBCONTRACTOR ASSISTANCE (Pathway Specific)

For multiple subcontracts, attach additional pages.

• Preparation of specifications

• Reviews/technical evaluations

• Supervision of artual work

• Subcontractor costs

Briefly describe the task(s) performed by 
the subcontractor(s) in comments below.

Comments;

N/A

TOTALS



SURFACE WATER PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 5 of 14)

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COH

OBSERVED RELEASE

Review of Previous Sampling Data to Support an Observed Release

• Collection/review of existing background information

• Number of aqueous samples

• Number of sediment samples

• Number of benthic samples

* Would these samples normally have 
been colleaed for HRS purposes?

Was previous sampling conducted to support the 
evaluation of these surface water threats or items?

Observed release 

Drinking water 

Recreation

Human food chain 

Environmental

Other (describe in comments below)

Sampling Conducted to Support an Observed Release

• Number of aqueous samples

• Number of sediment samples

• Number of benthic samples

* Would sampling have been conducted 
if there had been no previous data?

* Was sampling conducted to support the evaluation 
of other surface water threats?

Drinking water 

Recreation

Human food chain 

Environmental



SURFACE WATER PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 6 of 14)

OBSERVED RELEASE (concluded)

Field Screening Conducted to Support an Observed Release

• Numberof aqueous samples

• Numberof sediment samples

Comments:

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COST

TOTALS

Attribution of Contaminants

• Collection/review of existing background information

* Do other nearby sources of potential surface 
water contamination exist?

* Do nearby sources of potential surface water contamination have 
similar contaminants to those associated with the site?

• Was an observed surface water release 
previously established for the site?

If yes, for which surface water body? 

• Evaluation of recently collected data

* Was an observed surface water release 
established for the site?

If yes, for which surface water body?

TOTALS

Comments:



SURFACE WATER PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 7 of 14)

RELEASE LIKEUHOOO

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COST

Runoff Value

• Background data col lection/review

• Field observations

• How was the drainage area determined?

Topo maps ______________ Aerial photos

Other (describe in comments below)

Distance to Surface Water

e Background data col lection/review

• Field observations/measurements 

Overland Containment

e Background data collection/review

• Field observations/measurements 

Flood Containment

e Background data collection/review

• Field observations/measurements

* Was a professional engineer used to verify containment? 

Flood Frequency

• Background data coilection/review

* Were floodplain maps available?

• Field observations

TOTALS

Comments:



SURFACE WATER PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 8 of 14)

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT CQ^

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS (Pathway Specific)

Waste Quantity (Multiple Surface Water Threats)

• Evaluation methodology

Hazardous constituent quantity 

Site wastestream quantity as deposited 

Source waste quantity as deposited

Source volume 

Source area

• Assignmentof HRS value

* Wasthesame waste quantity value 
assigned for other pathways?___

If no, describe difference in comments below.

Toxicity/Persistence (Multiple Surface Water Threats) 

• Assignmentof HRS value

Were look-up table values available 
for site-specific substances?

Was the default value assigned for persistence?

What predominant water category was selected? 

River/stream Lake

TOTALS

Comments:



SURFACE WATER PATHWAY FACTORS
(Page 9 of 14)

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS (Pathway Specific) (continued)

Bioaccumulation Potential (Human Food Chain Threat)

• Assignmentof HRS value

• Were look-up table values available 
for site-specific substances?

Were the following data available?

BCF _______________ Log Pow

Was the default value assigned?

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT

Water solubility

COSI

Comments:

TOTALS

Dose Adjusting Fartor (Recreation Threat)

• Assignmentof HRS value

* Were look-up table values available 
for site-specific substances?

Comments:

TOTALS



SURFACE WATER PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 10 of 14)

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COST

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS (Pathway Specific) (concluded)

Ecosystem Toxicity (Environmental Threat) 

• Assignmentof HRS values

* Were look-up table values available 
for site-specific substances?

* Which sensitive environments were evaluated?

Freshwater Saltwater

TOTALS

Comments:

5



SURFACE WATER PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 11 of 14)

DRINKING WATER THREAT TARGETS

Surface Water Use

• Background data collection/review

MEI

• Background data collection/review

• Field observations

Population

• Background data collection/review

• Were county census density data used?

* Was municipal water-supply information utilized?

* Were any automated databases used?

If yes, describe in comments below.

• Review of previous sampling data 

Number of aqueous samples 

Number of sediment samples

* Would these samples normally have 
been collected for HRS purposes?

e Drinking water targets sampling 

Number of aqueous samples 

- Number of sediment samples

LEVEL OP 
EFFORT COST

TOTALS

Comments:



SURFACE WATER PATHWAY FACTORS
(Page 12 of 14)

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COST

HUMAN FOOD CHAIN THREAT TARGETS

Actual Human Food Chain Contamination 

• Review of previous sampling data 

Number of mobile fish samples 

Number of mollusk samples 

Number of other samples

Would these samples normally have 
been collected for HRS purposes?

Sampling conducted

Number of mobile fish samples

Number of mollusk samples__

Number of other samples

Potential Human Food Chain Contamination/Fishery Use 

• Background data collection/review

* How was food chain production estimated?

Actual yield data _______Actual productivity data

Stocking rates Default values

Other (describe in comments below)

* Number of fisheries evaluated? 

• Field observations

TOTALS

Comments:



SURFACE WATER PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 13 of 14)

LEVEL OP 
EFFORT COSI

RECREATION THREAT TARGETS

Actual Recreation Contamination

• Review of previous sampling data 

Number of aqueous samples 

Number of sediment samples

Would these samples normally have 
been collected for HRS purposes?

Sampling conducted

Number of aqueous samples 

Number of sediment samples

Potential Recreation Contamination/Recreation Use Population

• Background data collection/review

* Were any automated databases used?

If yes, describe in comments below.

* Was quantitative visitor/usage information available?

• Field observations

TOTALS

Comments:



r

SURFACE WATER PATHWAY FACTORS
(Page 14 of 14)

ENVIROMMENTAL THREAT TABGgTS

Actual Environmental Contamination

• Review of previous sampling data 

Number of aqueous samples 

Number of sediment samples 

Number of other samples

Would these samples normally have 
been colleaed for HRS purposes?

Environmental targets sampling

- Number of aqueous samples

- Number of sediment samples

- Number of other samples

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COST

Potential Environmental Contamination

• Background data collection/review

Was Natural Heritage Program information used?

• Field observations

Comments;

TOTALS



SUMMARY OF ONSITE EXPOSURE PATHWAY FACTORS
(Page 1 of 8)

SUBCONTRAaOR ASSISTANCE

RESIDENT POPULATION THREAT

• Likelihood of Exposure

• Targets

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

NEARBY POPULATION THREAT

• Likelihood of Exposure

• Targets

ONSITE EXPOSURE PATHWAY TOTALS

Comments:

LEVEL OP 
EFFORT

2T

/I

Vs"

62

'im



ONSITE EXPOSURE PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 2 of 8)

SUBCONTRACTOR ASSISTANCE (Pathway Specific)

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COST

For multiple subcontracts, attach additional pages.

• Preparation of specifications

• Reviews/technical evaluations

• Supervisionof actual work

• Subcontractor costs

Briefly describe the task($) performed by 
the subcontractor(s) in comments below.

Aj/ A

N/A

TOTALS AJ(a

Comments:

a

iSi



ONSITE EXPOSURE PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 3 of 8)

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT COST

RESIDENT POPULATION THREAT LIKELIHOOD OF EXPOSURE

Review of Previous Sampling Data to Document Observed Contamination 

e Collection/review of existing background information 

• Numberof soil samples
r

• Number of source samples jS

• Numberof leachate/seepage samples 

e Number of terrestrial sensitive environments sampled

• Number of other samples &

* Would these samples normally have 
been collected for HRS purposes? ^c5

Why was previous sampling conducted? 

^ Observed contamination 

Waste quantity

K/ / A

_ Resident target population 

/^ Waste characteristics

Other (describe in comments below) 

Sampling Conducted to Document Observed Contamination

• Numberof soil samples '2^

• Numberof source samples 5^ iH

• Numberof leachate/seepage samples s

• Number of terrestrial sensitive environments sampled S

e Number of other samples

* Would sampling have been conducted 
if there had been no previous data? hiSS

(S

('7



ONSITE EXPOSURE PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 4 of 8)

RESIDENT POPULA-nON THREAT UKELIHOOD OF gXPQSliRP (concluded)

Field Screening Conducted to Document Observed Contamination

• Number of soil samples ^

• Number of source samples ^

e Number of leachate/seepage samples iS

• Numberof terrestrial sensitive environments sampled 61

• Number of other samples iS

Were samples taken to detemine the areal extent 
of contamination (i.e., waste quantity)? ai

TOTALS

Comments:

Attribution of Contaminants

e Collection/review of existing background information

* Do other nearby sources of potential 
surficial contamination exist?

Do nearby sources of potential surficial contamination have 
similar contaminants to those associated with the site?

* Was observed contamination previously 
established for the site? ues

• Evaluation of recently collected data

• Was observed contamination 
established for the site? -res

TOTALS

Comments;

LEVEL OP 
EFFORT

&

i-n

Qsi

61

-3/SS.

-X6SS

2S&

‘i60&



ONSITE EXPOSURE PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 5 of 8)

RESIDENT POPULATION THREAT TAWGgTS 

High-Risk/Total Populations f^or

• Review of previous sampling data

Number of samples from adjacent properties

Were adjacent properties contaminated significantly 
above background levels? s/o

Would these samples normally have 
been collected for HRS purposes?

• Resident population targets sampling

Number of samples from adjacent properties

• Were adjacent properties contaminated significantly 
above background levels?

• Field observations 

Terrestrial Sensitive Environments

• Review of previous sampling data

- Numberof samples from sensitive environments Si

Were sensitive environments contaminated 
significantly above background levels? <s

Would these samples normally have 
been collected for HRS purposes? «?

Terrestrial sensitive environments sampling

Number of samples from sensitive environmentS-

* Were sensitive environments contaminated 
significantly above background levels?

Field observations

TOTALS

Comments:

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT

S

COSI

lOO

a

IDO

a



9 ONSITE EXPOSURE PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 6 of 8)

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT

V^ASTE characteristics (Pathway Specific) 

Toxicity

• Assignment of HRS value

• Were look-up table values available 
for site-specific substances? -les

TOTALS 2-

Comments:

X

NEARBY POPULATION THREAT UKEUHOOD OF EXPQSHBF

Waste Quantity (Pathway Specific)

• Evaluation methodology

Hazardous constituent quantity 

Site wastestream quantity as deposited 

Source waste quantity as deposited

• Assignment of HRS value

* Was the same waste quantity amount used 
to evaluate other pathways? ^es

• Review of previous sampling data to determine waste quantity

Number of soil samples o 

Number of other samples £>

Source volume 

Source area

Would these samples normally have 
been collected for HRS purposes?

COST

i6l6l

'2XHS

&■



ONSITE EXPOSURE PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 7 of 8)

NfARBY POPULATION THREAT UKELIHOOD OF EXPQSlJRg (concluded)

Waste Quantity (Pathway Specific) (concluded)

• Sampling conducted to determine waste quantity

Number of soil samples 7/)

Number of other samples ^

* Would sampling have been conducted if 
there had been no previous data? wes

Field screening conducted to determine waste quantity 

Number of soil samples 62

Number of other samples o>i

Accessibility/Frequency of Use

e Background data collection/review 

• Field observations

Comments:

TOTALS

LEVEL OF 
EFFORT cosi

1. liX)

('h



ONSITE EXPOSURE PATHWAY FACTORS 
(Page 8 of 8)

NEARBY POPULATION THREAT TARGETS 

Population

• Background data collection/review

* Were any automated databases used? aJO 

If yes, describe in comments below.

* Were county census density data used? -yas

Is the population a subset of air target information? 

a Field observations

Comments:

LEVEL OF
effort cosi

Mu/Lb uk/)6{L

TOTALS ^

^2^

'urb




